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REMARKS 

1. The Office Action states, in Section 2, that: 

Claims 5 and 6 are withdrawn from further consideration *** 

Applicant has cancelled claims 5 and 6. 

2. The Office Action states, in Sections 3-4, that: 

A statutory type (35U.S.C. 101) double patenting 
rejection can be overcome by canceling or amending the 
conflicting claims so they no longer coextensive in scope. 

•k k -k 

Claims 1-4, 7-9, and 12-20 are rejected on the ground of 
nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over claims 1-8 and 12-17 of U.S. Patent No. 
6,886,570. *** It is clear that all of the elements of 
claims 1-4, 7-9, and 12-20 are to be found in claims 1-8 and 
12-17. *** Since claim 1 of the application is anticipated 
by claim 1 of the patent, it is not patentably distinct from- 
claim 1. 

Applicant has cancelled claim 1 and its dependent claims 4-8 and 
19-20 and amended claim 2 and other claims. The amended and new 
claims 2-3, 9-18, and 21-28 are distinct from claims 1-8 and 12- 
17 of U.S. Patent No. 6,886,570, by the following elements: 

a) a manual floss holder that is characterized on its 
second end a shaft for user to grasp; 

b) a coupler that is characterized by a mounting mechanism 
to fasten interchangeably said shaft of said manual 
floss holder and said toothbrush head; 

c) a driving mechanism that drives both dental floss and 
toothbrush bristles to have the same side to side 
movement . 
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In comparison, U.S. Patent No. 6,886,570 has no teaching and no 
claims on a manual floss holder. Also, it claims a dental device 
that dental floss and toothbrush bristles have different modes of 
movement. These amended and new claims 2-3, 9-18, and 21-28 
shall thus overcome the double patenting rejection. 

3. The Office Action states, in Sections 5 and 6, that: 

Claims 1, 2, and 16 are objected to because the use of 
the word "pref erably" *** 

In line 5 of claim 1, the work "disposable" should be 
deleted. 

Applicant has cancelled claim 1 and amended claims 2 and 16 
accordingly. 

4. The Office Action states, in Section 8, that: 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 7, 9, 11, and 12 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mochel (US 
5,261,430) . *** 

Applicant has cancelled claim 1 and its dependent claims 4-8. 
Amended claim 2 and its dependent claims 3, 9, 11, and 12 are 
distinct from the teaching and claims of Mochel by the following 
elements : 

a) a manual floss holder that has a shaft for user to grasp; 

b) a coupler that is mechanically connected to the driving 
mechanism; and 

c) a driving mechanism that drives the coupler to oscillate 
side to side with respect to said driving handle. 

In comparison, floss holder (4) of Mochel is obviously not to 
characterize as a manual floss holder. Coupler (23) of Mochel is 
not mechanically connected to the driving mechanism including 
motor 17 and offset eccentric weight 18 (Figure 2) . This driving 
mechanism of Mochel is to impart vibrating motion on floss holder 
(4) but not to make any specific side-to-side movement. Amended 
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claim 2 and its dependent claims 3, 9, 11, and 12 shall thus 
overcome the obviousness rejection over Mochel (US 5,261,430). 

5. The Office Action states, in Section 9, that: 

Claims 3, 14-17, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Mochel in view of Zarlengo 
(US PUB 2002/0178519) . *** 

Applicant has amended claim 3 to be dependent on claim 2 and 
cancelled claim 20. Claim 3 and related claims 14-17 are thus 
dependent claims of claim 2. 

Amended claims 3 and its related claims 14-17 further specify and 
limit elements b) and c) of section 4 above, i.e. the driving 
mechanism and the coupler. More specifically, Amended claims 3 
and its related claims 14-17 specify a driving mechanism to 
provide only a side to side movement for both floss and 
toothbrush and a coupler to fasten interchangeably the shaft of 
either the manual floss holder or the toothbrush. 

In comparison, Zarlengo describes a driving mechanism to provide 
a transverse movement to the toothbrush and a longitudinal 
movement to the floss (abstract and Figure 7-13) . The device of 
Zarlengo thus has separately a brush drive housing (14) and a 
floss drive rod (16) that move independently. Toothbrush head 
(18) is coupled to the brush drive housing (14), while floss unit 
(20) is coupled to the floss drive rod (16) . Besides, none of 
the floss or toothbrush movement is around an axis. Furthermore, 
Mochel and Zarlengo in combination do not teach any floss holder 
being possibly characterized as manual floss holder. Therefore, 
the Amended claims 3 and its related claims 14-17 shall thus 
overcome the obviousness rejection over Mochel in combination of 
Zarlengo . 
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6. The Office Action states, in Section 10, that: 

Claims 8 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Mochel in view of Rufo (US 
5, 361, 446) . *** 

Applicant has cancelled claim 8 and keepi claim 13 unchanged. 
Claim 13 is a dependent claim of the amended claim 2 and shall 
thus overcome the obviousness rejection along with the amended 
claim 2. 

7. The Office Action states, in Section 11, that: 

Claims 1, 2, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Imai et al (US 5,170,809). *** 

Applicant has cancelled claim 1 and amended claim 2. Claim 10 is 
a dependent claim of the amended claim 2. Amended claim 2 and 
its dependent claim 10 are distinct from the teaching and claims 
of Imai et al by the following elements: 

a) a manual floss holder that has a shaft for user to grasp; 

b) the shaft that has a shape as a toothpick; and 

c) a driving mechanism that drives the coupler to oscillate 
side to side with respect to said driving handle. 

In comparison, floss holder (70F, Figures 15 and 16) of Imai et 
al is not to characterize as a manual floss holder, because it 
does not have a shaft suitable for user to grasp. The shaft (89F) 
is a planar extension of floss holder (70F, Figures 15 and 16) 
for coupling purpose and is not feasibly a toothpick. Driving 
mechanism of Imai et al is to move the floss or toothbrush up and 
down (abstract and Figure 6) but not side to side with respect to 
the drive handle (Figures 1 and 6) . Amended claim 2 and its 
dependent claim 10 shall thus overcome the obviousness rejection 
over Imai et al (US 5,170,809). 



8. The Office Action states, in Section 12, that: 
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Claims 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Mochel in view of Zarlengo as 
applied to claim 3 above, and further in view of Lev at al 
(US 6, 889, 829) . *** 

Applicant has cancelled claim 19 and amended claim 18. Claim 18 
is a dependent claim of the amended claim 2 and shall thus 
overcome the obviousness rejection along with the amended claim 2 

In summary, Applicant gratefully acknowledges Examiner' s detailed 
explanations in the Office Action. Applicant has answered every 
issue raised in the Office Action and has amended the claims 
accordingly. More specifically, Applicant has cancelled claim 1 
and its dependent claims 4-8 and 19-20 and has amended claim 2 
and its dependent claims 3 and 9-18. Applicant has further added 
new claims 21-28 that are within the scope of amended claims 2, 3 
and 9-18. Reconsideration and allowance of the above referenced 
application are thus respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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